gender, and institutional variables. The data show that women chairs are more likely than their male peers to cite as valuable the leadership skills and experiences that they gain through community and volunteer experience. Compared to their male colleagues, women committee chairs on average also report a greater reliance on collaborative strategies in the management of their committees. Prior community or volunteer experience has little or no direct effect on collaborative styles. In contrast, institutional factors have a much stronger and countervailing influence. Legislative professionalization produces a strong negative effect on collaborative style. Results suggest that conformity to institutional norms may be a more compelling influence than prior community experience. The analysis also points to the gendered nature of organizational leadership with men's and women's styles showing different associations to style depending on the number and power of women in a legislature.
The current discussion of &dquo;social capital&dquo; focuses on the decline of trust and civic engagement among the general public (Putnam 1993 (Putnam , 1995 . Putnam principally focuses on mass political participation, but a largely unexplored corollary of Putnam's Putnam defines &dquo;social capital&dquo; as &dquo;features of social life -networks, norms, and trust -that enable participants to act together more effectively to pursue shared objectives&dquo; (1995: 664) . The gist of Putnam's argument is that joining and trusting go hand in hand (e.g., the more people get involved in community life, the more they trust others) to produce social capital which, in turn, fosters norms of &dquo;coordination and cooperation for mutual benefit&dquo; (1995: 67) .
This study explores the link between experiences of civic engagement and collaborative styles of leadership while controlling for other possible explanations of collaborative leadership. To be sure, many officeholders hone their political leadership skills in community activities. Verba, Schlozman, and Brady (1995: 310) make this point when they note that &dquo;Those who enter the higher levels of politics ... have almost always developed civic skills at work, in non-political organizations, or in church....&dquo; But it is also true that community activism has been a more common route for women into politics than for men (e.g., Darcy, Welch and Clark 1987; Thomas 1994 ; Dolan and Ford 1997) . Moreover, political behavior cannot be divorced from its institutional basis (March and Olsen 1989 (Jones 1990: 117 (Jones 1990: 126) .
Club activities soon became &dquo;a springboard to civic boards or public office&dquo; (Fletty 1951: 35 Darcy, Welch, and Clark (1987: 33) (Ferree and Martin 1995) . Nonetheless women of color comprise less than 3 percent of state legislators (CAWP 1996) .
In addition to providing opportunities for individual women, women's groups introduced new models of political participation and organization (Clemens 1993) . While imitating some features of corporate and bureaucratic organizations, women's groups also developed more culturally &dquo;feminine&dquo; forms of organization emphasizing educational lobbying, democratic decision making, familial relationships, and personal service or altruism (Clemens 1993: 776-77 (Kanter 1977 of different legislative development (Kurtz 1992 (Rosenthal 1996: 183) . In this analysis, Squire's (1992) Squire's (1992) legislative professionalization score, the percentage of women in the legislature, women's power in the legislature, the dummy variable for community/volunteer experience, and a legislator's age, party, and total years of service. In addition, two interaction terms (% Female Legislators x Sex and Women's Power x Sex) were used to assess the possibility that male chairs might respond differently than female chairs to the presence and power of women legislators. While at first blush counter-intuitive, this small effect may reflect the fact that more women in a legislature does not lead automatically to greater likemindedness and in fact the reverse may be true.
As expected, women's power also produces different effects on men than women. The negative b for women's power (-.969) conveys that as women's power increases, men's collaboration trends modestly downward. The significant interaction between women's power and sex (b = 2.627, p =.022) conveys the differential impact. As women's power increases, women's collaboration increases (b = 1.610); this coefficient is derived by subtracting the b for the interaction from that for women's power. (Acker 1992 (Norton 1995) and as the causal element in Yoder's instrusiveness hypothesis (1991 (Rosenthal 1997) . Professionalized legislatures also may not attract legislators who are inclined to share power and to act collaboratively. In addition, professionalized state legislatures seem to foster a distinctive set of values but notably absent among these is the importance of institutional loyalty and thus commitment to bonds of mutuality and collective decision making (Rosenthal 1996a: 189). &dquo;Citizen&dquo; assemblies, by contrast, seem less driven by competitive and individualistic impulses (Rosenthal 1997) . Again, Stivers' (1993: 49) analysis has relevance when she points out: &dquo;the hierarchical character of professionalism blocks the potential for genuine dialogue with citizens, whose opinions can more easily be discounted or dismissed because they are not considered expert. In sum, the determinants of collaborative leadership styles most strongly implicate gender and organizational factors. The increasing power of women and the trend toward professionalization, however, are contradictory trends that make any prediction about the future of collaborative leadership uncertain.
